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men were responsible for ' the immoderate raising' of the
price of corn, while it betrayed the Government's sense of
impotence in depending for redress upon those who were
' both judge and party '. " Herein we must deal plainly with
you ", the Council wrote to the justices, " that when we do
consider how common a thing it is upon any direction from
hence to have little or nothing effected by reason of the
partiality in bearing one with another's friends, we might
much more doubt of any clear dealing now when we are afraid
it be true, which we have heard, that in this case some of you
shall be made both judge and party " *.
Under the Commonwealth the legislation against dealers
in corn was extended to include dealers in flour. The Act of gls lon'
1650 allowed only licensed persons to buy grain to sell again
as meal or flour, and it required all meal to be sold in the
public market2. The London mealmen protested that the
Act was based on misinformation since the selling of meal in
shops " was never any prejudice as pretended " ; moreover
it deprived them of the privilege, enjoyed by all other free-
men of London, of trading in their own shops 3. After the
Restoration it was permitted (1663) to regrate and engross
but not forestall, that is, to buy corn in open market and
store it for resale, but not to buy it outside a market. This
was subject to the conditions that the corn was not sold again
in the same market within three months, and that its price,
in the case of wheat, did not exceed 48s,4. Of the Act of 1663
Adam Smith affirmed that " with all its imperfections [it]
has perhaps contributed more both to the plentiful supply of
the home market and to the increase of tillage than any
other law in the statute-book. It is from this law that the
inland corn trade has derived all the liberty and protection
which it has ever yet enjoyed " 6. Hostility towards the
1 Acts of the Privy Council, 1599-1600, pp. 733-735.
*  Acts and Ordinances of the Interregnum, ii. 442.
3  State Papers Domestic, 1654, P- *39-   A. committee had reported to
the London authorities in favour of this restriction in 1647 :   Gras, The
Evolution of the English Corn Market, 462.
4  Statutes, v. 449.   Similar measures (but with a lower price limit) had
been enacted in 1627 (323.) and 1656 (405.): ibid. v. 30 ; Acts and Ordin-
ances of the Interregnum, ii. 1045.   The Act is criticized in Smith, Three
Tracts on the Corn Trade and Corn Laws (ed. 1766), 39.
*  The Wealth of Nations (ed. Cannan), ii. 36.